
Section 2  Response to Comments 
 

April 2003  2-41    PARSONS 
 
         

RESPONSES COMMENTS 
T2 – Sandy Valley Hearing 

Page 1 of 10 

 

 
 

 



Section 2  Response to Comments 
 

April 2003  2-42    PARSONS 
 
         

T2.2 

T2.1 

 

COMMENTS 
T2 – Sandy Valley Hearing 

Page 2 of 10 
T2.1 Comments regarding plant and transmission line siting are

noted.  The DEIS considered six potential plant site
locations within the Ivanpah Valley.  Initial criteria for plant
siting included accessibility by surface transportation, and
close proximity to a natural gas supply, reliable water
supply, and the Valley Electric Association Pahrump-Mead
Transmission Line corridor.  Two alternative plant sites
were carried forward for further evaluation, the proposed
Goodsprings site and the Primm Plant Site alternative.   

 
A transmission line routing study was conducted for both
plant sites to develop route alternatives to transmit power
generation from the Ivanpah Energy Center into Western
Area Power Administration’s Mead Substation.  Twelve
transmission line alternatives were developed for the
Goodsprings site alternative; two were retained for further
analysis.  Four transmission line alternatives were identified
for the Primm site alternative; all four were retained for
further analysis.  Additionally, four plant access options
were developed for the transmission line and water supply
line to the Goodsprings plant site.   
 
The DEIS evaluated the alternatives at both plant site
locations for potential impacts to the environment, society,
and the economy.  Engineering constraints and electrical
system reliability also were considered in the analysis.
Mitigation measures were developed to avoid or minimize
the effects of potential impacts associated with the
construction and operation of the proposed project. 

 
 BLM received comments on the adequacy of the DEIS and

presentation of alternatives during a 60-day public comment
period from November 22, 2002 to January 21, 2003.  The
Primm plant site was selected as BLM’s “agency-
preferred” alternative; however, the site became
commercially unavailable after the closing of the 60-day
public comment period.  The proposed Goodsprings site
and the No Action Alternative remain under consideration.
An “environmentally-preferred” alternative will be selected
in the Record of Decision. 
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T2.2 As stated in the DEIS, 50 acre-feet per year (afy) is 

needed for plant process water.  The Southern Nevada 
Correctional Center (SNCC) is expected to produce a 
minimum of 35 afy that is generated from a low-security 
inmate population of approximately 240.  At present, it is 
anticipated that the low-security inmate population will 
remain constant and that the prison will not reopen until 
at least 2008.  Additional water would be acquired from 
a yet undisclosed groundwater source until the prison 
population increases to a level to fully-provide the 
needed water.  There is no plan to use surface water from 
Hoover Dam or the Colorado River.   

 
T2.3 As stated in the DEIS (page 5-81), ammonia will be used 

as part of the Selective Catalytic Reduction system for 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) control.  Although anhydrous 
ammonia could be used, the project proponent has 
committed to the use of aqueous ammonia (DEIS, page 
5-61).  Therefore, ammonia stored at the facility would 
be at concentrations and quantities below those that 
would present a health and safety hazard.   

 
T2.4 BLM has selected the Primm site alternative as the 

“agency-preferred” alternative; however, following 
closing of the public comment period, the Primm site 
became commercially unavailable.  Therefore, the 
proposed Goodsprings site and the No Action Alternative 
remain under consideration.  BLM will select an 
“environmentally-preferred” alternative in the Record of 
Decision. 

 
T2.5 BLM will consider your comment regarding the 
 proposed Goodsprings site. 
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T2.6 Diamond Generating Corporation has stated that no 

future expansion of the Ivanpah Energy Center project is 
planned. 

 
T2.7 As noted above, the DEIS states that during plant 

construction, there would be an increase in traffic along 
SR 161 and Sandy Valley Road as well as some decrease 
in levels of service at major intersections.  Mitigation 
measures to reduce the level of impacts to traffic and 
traffic safety along these routes would be implemented 
(refer to the response in Comment T1.1 above).  

 
T2.8 There will be no discharge of water or solid waste from 

the plant site.  As stated in the DEIS (page 5-61),  “All 
wastes generated from (plant operations) would be 
transported off-site for disposal at approved disposal 
sites or transported for recycling through approved 
vendors and suppliers.”   

 
T2.9 The Goodsprings Plant Site is within a mixed scrub-

mixed succulent vegetation community (DEIS, page 4-
13).  Plant construction would result in the permanent 
loss of over 30 acres of the community and the 
temporary loss of more than additional 10 acres.  The 
plant site and temporary laydown area will require the 
removal of numerous Joshua trees that would not be 
affected if Ivanpah Energy Center were be constructed at 
the Primm Plant Site.  It is acknowledged that loss of 
Joshua trees will result in the associated loss of Yucca 
moth numbers that exist in a symbiotic relationship with 
the trees.  Decreased numbers of the moth will have 
secondary impacts to species that prey on the moth.   
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T2.10 As stated in the DEIS, construction of the plant and 

ancillary facilities would result in a short-term 
beneficial impact to employment.  Construction 
personnel would be hired locally from the Las Vegas 
area and possibly from the communities of 
Goodsprings and Sandy Valley.  Approximately 16 
new jobs would be created for plant operations.   

 
 
 
T2.11 Public participation is an important element in the 

NEPA process.  The process provides numerous 
opportunities for public communication with agency 
decision-makers about proposed actions.  The BLM 
and Western Area Power Administration encourage 
comments from the public regarding the adequacy of 
the Ivanpah Energy Center DEIS and the alternatives 
evaluated and presented. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T2.12 Refer to T2.9 (above). 
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T2.13 As stated in the DEIS, approximately 16 new 

employees would operate the plant rotating on three 
shifts; therefore, impacts to transportation would be 
negligible during plant operations.   

 
T2.14 As noted above in the response to Comment #T2.6, 

Diamond Generating Corporation has stated that no 
future expansion of the Ivanpah Energy Center 
project is planned. 

 
T2.15 Your comments regarding the Primm Plant site 

alternative discussed in the DEIS is on the record; 
however, as mentioned above, the Primm Plant site 
became commercially unavailable following closing 
of the public comment period. 
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T2.16 Your preference regarding the Primm Plant site

alternative is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
T2.17 BLM has selected the Primm Plant Site as the “agency-

preferred alternative.” However, following closing of
the public comment period, the Primm Plant site
alternative became commercially unavailable;
therefore, the proposed plant site at Goodsprings and
the No Action Alternative remain under consideration.
BLM will select an “environmentally-preferred”
alternative in the Record of Decision. 
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T2.18 Your comments regarding visual impacts to both the
Goodsprings Plant site and the Primm Plant site are
noted.  The visual impacts analysis in the DEIS
reported no significant impacts to visual resources
resulting from construction of the plant facility or
associated transmission lines at either plant site
location. 

 
T2.19 BLM has selected the Primm Plant Site as the

“agency-preferred alternative.” However, following
closing of the public comment period, the Primm
Plant site alternative became commercially
unavailable; therefore, the proposed plant site at
Goodsprings and the No Action Alternative remain
under consideration.  BLM will select an
“environmentally-preferred” alternative in the Record
of Decision. 
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